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On the rock by the sea,

Where the light winds of Heaven
Sport careless and froe,

And the wild-taughing waves,
Beneath the moon's light,

Leap forth to embrace me
Throughout the whole night.

T've gathered the dew

: From the lips of the rose,

Wil's thou come to my home, love?
Its beanty to sbare;

1 will braid thee a couch

« Of the wild leopard’s hair,

And "twine it with pearls
Where love light reposes,

Aund cover it o'er -
Witk a cushion of roses.

When the dark wings of ¢vening
(er shadow thoe deop,

With a song of thine own
1 will sing thee to sleep;

And when the bright moonbeams
lllnwe the dark sea;

1"l steal to thy couch, love,
And sigmber with thee.

T'll weave thee a garland,
To "twine in'thy hair;
And a neckluce of pearls,
For thy bosom so fair.
And I'lt make for thy feet
Tioy slippers of shells;
And bisd thy light robe
Wiith a chain of gold bells.

01 say, wilt thou come,
To a home such as tlis?

W. E. CLARKE, M. D.

& Office at his residence, on ici "
Pm.d.- &m""" ly Borth of the Methodist the Judiciary, to whom was referred
Chureh, Dowagiae, Mich.

W. H. CAMPBELL,
Notary Publie. Will attend to all kinds of Con
veyancing—Repablican Otfice,

JUSTUS GAGE, |
N Public and Gen
. tragsfer of Vill
Bstato. ot for Manbattan and Irvin
Insarance panics, of New York, Uffico wi

James Sallivan, frost room, second floor, Jones®
Brick Bloc .
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.| The Minority Report of the House

—— | personal liberty lnws, so called, also a
Dowagiac. Mich.

eral Agent for the exchange
Lots, and sale of real

Might envy our love. .
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The Persounnl Liberly Laws,

Judiciary Committee.
The minority of the eommittee on

numerous petitions for the repeal of the

bill to repeal sections two, three and
four of an act entitled an act to protect
the rights and liberties of the inhabi-
tants of this State, approved Februury

of chap. 159 of the Revised Statutes
of 94848, being sec. 5735 of the Com-
piled Laws as amended by aet no. 189

CLARKE & SPENCER,

Attornoys and Counsellors st Law, and Solicitors Iy report: “That they have been dis-
in Chancery. Office in G. C. Jones & Co.'s

C
lﬂnhn'k. Dowagiac, Michigan. Es

ial atfention

of the session laws of 1859, respectful-
posed to give the subject referred to

belongs to it, under the circumstances

JAMES SULLIVAN,

torney and Counsellor st Law, and Solicitor m
A Mich, Office on Frout

Chancery, Dowagiae,
Street.

in which it is now presented, and while
the undersigned regret that the repeal
or non-repeal of these laws has been,
as we believe, most unwarrantably

D. H. WAGNER,
Justice of the Peace and Collecting Agent, Dowag
uhc,l'lni.wuu?rw‘;m'ﬁ. ”

sought by some to be made a question
.| of
any such considerations from meeting

CLIFFORD SHANATIAN,

Attorney and Counsellor at Law, and Solicitor in
Chancery, Cassapolis, Cass county, Mich.

CHARLES W. CLISBEE,

Attorney snd Counkellor at Law, Seliciter in
& , and Notary Public, Cassopolis, Cass
m Collections made, and the proceeds

the question upon its merits,

If these laws are to be repealed, it
must be either because they contravene
some provision of the constitution of
the United States or of this State, or
because they are inexpedient and un-

» " wise, or wrong in their spirit and ten-
promptly nd dency.

MERCHANTS. On page 413 of the laws of 1855,

= ‘é.wi;’ii}i:"'“*"w'“ act no. 162, we find “An act to protect
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M. B. MACKIN,
“Tailor, Mich. Shop second door east of
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on short notice, AW work )
7 TUTHILL & STURGIS,

Dealors Groceries, Boots and Shoes, | DOt see that any constitutional or other
M?ﬂ%& Crockery, &o., de |objection can be fairly made. It isno
I

Wu R Stunos.

Cruus Lormil.

supmlm

store. Cutting snd making done | fully to use all lawfully means to pro-
wurrnoted.

the rights aud liberties of the inhabi-
tants of this State,” the first seetion of
which makes it the duty of the Prose-
cuting Attorney of each county when
any inhabitant of this State is arrested
or claimed as a fugitive slave, on being
informed thereof, diligently and faith-

tect and defend such person. To this
provision, in itself considered, we do

more than a homane provision to pro-

GEORGE SMITH,

ailor. over Brownell's Hardware Store.
-1 Cwuin@!-ﬁug done to ordor, ‘and warran-
. ted w0

teot the rights of those who may be
unlawfully arrested.

The next three sections provide that
all persons so arrested and claimed as

: A. N. ALWARD,

Gencral
Wall
Pocket ,&¢, Deonison
Mich.

Dealer Stationery, Periodicals,
, m, \l‘n "l'.\g Paper,
Dowagiac,

fugitive slaves, shall be entitled to the
benefits of the writ of Aabeas corpus
and of trisl by jory; and that if the
writ of habeas corpus be sued out in

G. C. JONES & CO.»

Deale Goods, Groeeries, Boots and Shoes,
“a%h-w?. Hats and Caps. Froot
Street,

ich.

vacation, if upon the hearing, the per-
son imprisoned, arrested, or claimed as
a ﬁlﬁiture slave shall not be discharged,
he shall be entitled to an appeal to the

DANIEL LARZELERE,

Caps, Glassware, Paints snd | nishing bail, &c. ; and that the Court to
&e., ke. Front Street, Dowsg-| which such appeal shall be taken, or to

*Gils,
- Mawworn Svons

Dester in Dry Goods Groceries, Boots and Shoes, | S0¢h bearing shall have becn had,in far-
‘e, Mich.

Circuit Court of the connty, in which

which such writ of habeas corpus isre-

turnable, shall on application of either

S

H. B. DENNMAN,
sud
g s

e e

019- isc, Mich. |such proceedin

(IO S Notes, snd | In thethirdE:bdiﬁdon of sec. 2 of
Swamp Luads, ..:'{.,“ h.;l.m&bddg article IV of the coostitation of the
Htate. A

¥ tothe proceedings, directa trial by
ury on all qn-os!.ion of fact in issue in

United States, it is provided: “That

DOWAGIAC NURSERY.

SEELEY & COLE, established themselves t
e ek ao ¢ o...‘:."_m"#.‘.':‘& caping into another, shall, in conse-
ton

no person held to service or labor in
one State, under the laws thereof, es-

any law or reputation there-
Bleskbersies, Charty St e 0es, | . b dlscharyed from much scrvice o

o the corner of Commercial st., near | Jabor + but shall be delivered up on claim

he Office. 4P SEELEY, 8. D. |of the to whom such service or
ol WM. P. COLE. : lhchw dané: which r:;i:li:; of
- [ < - - ngm to
achinist 'wﬂ*,: earry out by the act oflf_e:rury'm,
.9:': mmn,mﬁe ail-| 1793, or chap. 51, (7), which provides

a2 mode of making the claim, and the

Finé ,,l'o‘é%ét Ky es|proof that labor and service i due, and
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CASH F_CZR' R A G | make the vitation un
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s tribonal which the claim snd

proof is to be made, and the
of which are sufficiently familiar to

y the fugitive slave law of
1850. This constitution was adopted

of Tndependence, and at & time when
i ‘dlavery existed, to a greater p'r'lm'ei’-

ST IR RS

! Al G. TOWNSEND.

but twelve years after the Declaration

13, 1855 ; dlso a Lill to amend sec. 25 |

them that serious consideration which |

, we shall not be deterred by !

; and still [the

tent in all the States of the Confederacy,
but when many of them were takinE
steps for its gradual abolition, to whie
as a desired consaummation, those emi-
e, Georgs Waskngton, arns M.
time, ashi ames -
ison, and Thomas Jefferson, laby
with an earnest desire to see accom-
plished as soon assoon as it could with
safety be done.

In many of the States, however, this
could then not be accomplished. By
the law of nations, and by the common
law, the state of slavery is eonsidered
as a mere municipal regulation, limited
to the range of the laws of the juris-
diction where it exists; and no éu&o
was bound to recognize the condition
of slavery as to foreign slaves found
within its territorial limits, 1

The clause of the Constitution above
cited became therefore a necessary
condition precedent ta-ibe adherence
of those States to the Union which did
not contemplate, from any cause, the
speedy tbolitiou of slavery,

Now, if this clause, or the laws
passed by Congress to carry it into ef-
fect in pursuance of it, eould be ren-
dered ineffectual or hindered, by State
legislation, then, so far forth the con-
stitution would be nullified.” In the
langunge of Mr. Justice Story, in the
case of Prigg vs. Pennsylvania 16
Peter’s Reports, p. 612, delivered in
1842 ;

“The clause manifestly eontemplates
the existence of n positive ungualified
right on the part of the owner of the
slave, which no State law can in any
way qualify, regulate, control or re-
strain. The slave is not to be dis-
charged from service or labor in con-
sequence of any State law or mgﬂia-
tion. Now certainly, without indulg
ing in any nicety of eriticism upon
words, it may fairly and reasonably
be said that any State law or State reg-
nlation [we are still gnoting Judge
Story’s words] which interrupts, limits,
delays or postpones the right of the
owner to the immediate possession of
the slave, and the immediate command
of his service and labor, operates pro
tanto a discharge of the slave there-
from.”

Congress having mistaken to provide

constitution, and its action being in
conformity with the provisions of the
constitution, as has been repeatedly de-
cided in the State Courts of Massachn-
sette, New York and Pennsylvania,and
in every court in the United State
where it has Leen ealled in guestion, it
becomes a question how far the States
can properly legislate upon the same
subject. It may be conecded that on
some subjeets Congress has concurrent
powel legislation with the States.
But on this subjeet of the recapture of
fugitive slaves it would seem to be a
necessity that Congress should possess
sole jurisdiction over the subject.
First, because the power exists only by
virtue of the constitution of the United
States, and is there for the first time
recognized, and is there recognized as
an absolute right and duty, throughout
the entire Union. As Mr. Justice Sto-
ry remarks in the case above referred
to, “Itisin a just semse a new and
positive right, independent of comity,
confined to no territorial limits, and
bounded by po State institutions or
policy.” And again, “It would be a
strange anomaly and foreed construe-
tion, to duppose that the national gov-
ernment meant to rely for the due ful-
filment of its own proper rights and du-
ties, and the rights which it intended
to secure, npon State Legislation, and
not apon that of the Urion. A4 fortori,
it would be more objectionable to sup-
pose that a power which was to be the
same throughout the Union should be
confided to State sovereighty, which
could not nghtfully act beyond its own
territorial limits. Secondly, the nature
of the power and the objects sought
to be attained, render it necessary that
it should be exercised and controlled
by the same will, and that aniform reg-
ulations should exist over the entire
Uuion, If the States have the right
of legislation on this subject, each
State will adopt its own poliey, pre-
seribe its own rules and forms, accord-
ing to the feelings and perhaps preju-
dices of its own people, and the laws
of one State may be in direct conflict
with, and wholly inconsistent with
those of another. “Wherever,” says
Chief Justice Marshall in the case of
Sturgis ve. Crowningshield 4, Wheaton,
Rep. 122, “the terms to which a power
is granted to Congress, or the nature
of the power require that it should be
exereised exclusively by Congress, the
subject is as completely taken from
State Legislatures as if they had been
forbidden to act.”

The Sapreme Court of the United
States, therefore, in the case of Pri
vs. Pennsylvania, in 1842, the opinion
of the Court being rendered by Justice
Story, of Massachusetts, and eoncurred
in, a8 to its main conclusions, by Judges
Thompson and Baldwin, all three of
whom are departed from the conflicts
of the present day, and by Chief Jus-
tice Taney and Justice l(cLane, Jus-
tice Daniel decided on these grounds,
that the act of Pennsylvania, of 1826,
entitled “An Act to give effect to the

visions of the Constitution of the
nited States relative to fugitives from
labor, for the protection of free people
of eolor, and to prevent kidnapping,”
under whieh Prigg was arrested and
indicted for reclaiming and earrying
into Maryland a fogitive slave, under
provisions of the Constitution and
act of Congress, without conforming
to the provisions of the State law, was
unconstitational and void, The ma-
jority of the Court holding that the

power of legislation in relation to fugi-

icnse,
for earrying out this provision of the |

tives from labor, is exclusive in the Na-
tional Congress, and that no State can

any law on the subject. In this,
g;:inu Story and MecLane agree.
While Chief Justice Taney and Justice
Thompson held that the States might
enact laws on this subject, which did
not tnpate the right, but none which
impeded or bindered recapture., Bat
all agrecing that the points decided
do not interfere with the police power
of the States to arrest ang‘i)m rison fu-
gitives from labor, to guard against
their depredations or miscondunct, or
to punish them for crimes committed
in the States where found. All the
Judges concurred that the constitution:
al provision on this subject was a fair
compromise, the Southern States agree-
ing on their part that the importation
of slaves into the United States should
be probibited after 1808. We may re-
mark in passing, in view of this last
eonsideration, that it behooves the free
States to be cautious about infringing
upon their part of the bargain.

The Supreme Court of the State of
New York announced the same doe-
trine unanimously in 1834, in the ease
of Jack vs. Martin, 12 Wendell, Rep.
812, in which the covstitutionality of
of the law of that State providing for
the writ dz Jomine replegiando, or writ
for replevying a man, as against the
agent or person claiming a fugitive
slave, came directly in question. That
Court declare that the law of the Uni-
ted States enacted to carry outthe
constitutional provisions, the Constitu-
tion being conceded to be supreme,
“must be paramount from necessity, to
avoid the confusion of adverse and
conflicting legislation that “So far as
the States are concerned, the power

- | when thus exercised, is then exhausted

—and though they might have desired
different legislation on the subjeet, they
cannot amend, lify, or in any man-
ner alter it.” That “this principle nn-
doubtedly essential to the peace and
harmony of the two governments.”

Our own Supreme Court, six years
ginee, unanimously declared the same
doctrine, except that in that case the
power of legislation was concurrent
and not exclusive, being not in a slave
but no less conclusive for
that reason, on principle. The act
of Congress of 1850 provides that
mortgages or enrolled and licensed ves-
gels shall be recorded in the office of
the Collector of Customs for the prop-
cr district.  The Btate law of 1848 pro-
vides that all ehattel mortgages shall
be recorded in the office of the town
Clerk. The act of Congress is anthor-
ized, as all agree, under the clause in
the Constitution, providing that Con-
gress may regulate cominerce, &e.
The Court agreed that the State law,
so far as it was inconsistent with the
act of Congress, must yield.

The same principles are also abun-
dantly declared in vurious cases, aris-
ing upon statutes on various subjeets
in the State and United States Courts.

But it would seem that the plain lan-
guage of the constitutional provision
n question, “That no person leld to
labor in one State under the laws there.
of, eseaping into another, shall in con-
sequence of any law or regulation
therein, be discharged trom sucl ser-
vice or labor,” can hardly be mistaken
by a eandid mind.

Now those sections of the statate of
Michigan, of 1855, propose, by a Lill
referred to the committee to be repealed
provide for a different mode of trial
from either of the acts of Congress,
framed in accordanee with this consti-
tutional provision and provide, as did
the laws of Pennsylvania and New
York in the eases above referred to,
for transferring the case from the au-
thorities proviﬁnd by the act of Con-

ress, to a tribunal of its own. Now
it a fugitive be discharged, under the
habeas eorpus, or on a jury trial, who
had been taken under the act of Con-
gress, is he not discharged from service
or labor in consequence of the law of
this State, into which he has fled ? We
think it clear that he is. The under-
signed cannot, therefore, resist the con-
clusion, that these sections of the act
last referred to, are unconstitutional,
aud should for that reasop, if no other,
be repealed.

But it has recently been claimed that
this law was not enacted for the pur-
pose of preventing or hindering the ar-
rest of Fugitive Slaves. What else
could have been its objeet, judging
from its provisions, its language, and
the circumstances—for any other par-
poses of personal liberty, the punishing
of kidnapping of our own eitizens, am-
ple provisions were already in the stat-
ute book. The known and inevitable
operation of the act, if carried out,
must be to prevent rendition of Fugi-
tive Slaves—and we cau only judge of

gg | the intent of an act by its necessary

conscequence, unless the law makers
have otherwise specifically declared
their intent. But in this instance we
are not left wholly in the dark on this
point, so far at least as the declarations
of a committee of the last legisiature
on Federal Relations are concerned,
when this subject was before them.
They distinetly declare in their report
that “the act of February 13, 1855, was
designed, and if faithfally executed,
will aceomplish the objeet,” for which
the petitioners pray in one of the peti-
tions referred to them, which, as the re-

rt states, was for the passage of a
aw, ‘“to graveat the delivering up of
Fugitive Slaves”— House journal of
1850, p. 27. There was no other oec-
oasion for the enactment of these sec-
tions. It was a fally recognized prin-
ciple of American as well as English
commibn law, that every slave, who

sets his féét on oor soil becomes there- |schemes of rebellion and eiv
by free, and it is only by operation of ‘have butto meet tho issue like men

recited, and the law passed, in pursu-
ance of it that a slave can remain such
on our soil, and under that provision
only, when he is a fugitive and reclaim-
ed according to its provisions.

Such_a law too, being, as we have
shown, wholly unnecesary for any prac-
tioal purpose, except it be intended to
inte with the remanding of Fugi-
tive Slaves, was extremely inexpedient
and unwise in its origin, but under
present cirenmstances, it hecomes, in
our jadgment, obstinate persistenee in
wrong to retain it on the statute book.
We say persistence in wrong, both, be-
cause the visions of the law we
have recited are unconstitational, and
because it is wrgng to retain an nnnec-
essary law, which is the ocoasion of all
feeling, discord and strife both among
our own people, and between ourselves
and sister States of the confederacy.
We therefore, unhesitatingly recom-
mend that the second, third and fourth
sections of the act of 1855, referred to,
be repealed.

The amendment made by aet 189 of
the laws of 1859, to section 25 of chap-
ter 153 of the Revised Statutes, pro-
vides that every person “who shall
bring any negro, mulatto or other per-
son into the State, claiwing him or her
ns a slave, shall be punished by impris-
onment in the State prison not more
than ten years, or by fine not exceed-
ing one thousand dollars.”

This provision, so far as it provides
a punishment for an act which in some
cases is lawful, according to the clause
of the Coustitution and acts of Con-
gress, we have referred to, eannot be
sustained. A fugitive slave from Mis-
souri may be taken in New York or in
Oliio, under the act of Congress, and
remanded, and the usual and natural
route for his return would be through
this State. And should the person
having him in charge, under the certifi-
cate granted under the act of Con
be met by a mischief maker, of whom
there arc too many, and asked if the
negro was a slave, and shoufd roply af:
firmatively, he would thus be claiming
him to be a slave, and, aceording to the
plain letter of the law of 1859, above
recited, would be rendered liable to its
penalties. Such a law, according to
the prineiples before adduced, and sup-
ported by the cases cited, cannot be
constitutional so far forth. Dutitis
said the Courts would not apply the act
to such a ecase—they would hold that
snch was not the intent of the act.
What, then, was its intent? The
common sense and statutory vule wof
construction of laws, as laid down in
sec. 3 of chap. 1 of the Revised Stat-
utes, being section 2 of the Compiled
laws, in the first subdivision of that

{entertain and of sati
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free, but until then we .
cannot do it with clean hands or pure | clusions
hearts, neither could we indulge the othertwo
bope that the God of batteries would | have :
smile npon our cause. ' same -the
And now, in concluding this report, | of these laws. €
for the sake of con the views we | are not cited as binding 1
istying some who | as confirmations frowm &
have expressed a desire to know what i
were the opinions of the Judges of our | com
Supreme hrt ofdthl:nse:.u on the
subject we have dise , we will of yom
embody some extracts from letters from m«l
three of the gentiemen who ocaupy |floor of this House the report of
seats on that bench, written, to be sure, | brethren of the -t'ly. sad we
as private citizens, who have a right to
to have, and e their views, and '
although not of binding force, are cer- . we
tainly evidence of their views ss law-|consider most unfairly sustained. It

g

yers, and entitled to great respect. is endeavored by the to evade
gﬂfdhiif.l!ww;jlhrg:‘huﬂ:—“lwhﬂm the case of Prigg va.

the law of 1855 unnécessary, | Pennsylvania, Il'? assertion
as the common law affords ample pro- thuallﬁml?iﬁu- Joqhhn
tection to the citizen if illegally ar-|in that case which apply to the matter
rested, and unconatitutional, as infring- | now in issue were mere obiter or

box .
ing upon the jurisdiction of Congress,|“idle gabble of the ?"
wgich T hold to be exclusive upon the | we ]
subject of the arrest and restoration of
“hfugitives from labor;” and I regard ;‘!50 sat in oase

that of 1850 as ituti in 80 | judges, possibly nine, though if Ji
far as it renders penal, withont qualifi- | tices Catron and McKinle

eation, an act which, in many cases, is | ent,
made lawful by the constitution and
laws of the United States;, and is cer-|that all tate legislation on
tainly contrary to the spirit of the Con-|the subject of the restoration or re-
stitution. And, again, he continues, |capture of fagititive sla was
“Why should it be made a penal of- | constitational and void. J T
fence to merely claim that which it is | it is true, holds that the States may and
impossidle to make effectual without|should pass laws to aid and assist in
incurring a liability already provided | carrying out the acts :
for.” And, again: “The difference that the
between the m of a law of |is not exclusive. -

Congress and session is not so very|the whole Court,

l

e ——— et i e
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wide, that we ean with justice eondemn | pass no aet to impede or hinder
the one, if we are ourselves guilty of | ecution of the provisions of the Consti-
the other.” tution or the laws passed under it ; and
Says Jundge bell, in another |this may be secn at a glance by refer-
letter: “ When the Constitution of the [ring to the opinion of Mr. Justice
United States places any subject under | Wayne, on page 636 of 16th vol. Peters”
gress | the control of the Legislative or other | Rep, who somus up the views of all his
authority of the Union, it is either re- and concurs wholly with
moved entirely from the province of|Judge Storey. : O
State Legislation, or (in case where| So, the m

coneurrent powers may be properly ex- '

ercised), ex’c’-‘r)npted fmym the nparztian ve. Martin, 12 Wendell, by saying

of any unfriendly action. When Con- | the law of New York in rev

gress has once acted upon such a sub-|e - a replev

jeet, no State can interfere with the|/Aabeas corpus. el

Congressionnl action.” Speaking of | provision of the constitution in

the case of Prigg vs. Pennsylvauia, | tion, the replevin mﬁ;

we have cited, Judge Campbell says :|legal as the Aabeas corpus.

—] think that decision is not ion of the Court in that case, for the par-

binding, but right in principle” Again, | pose for which we hase before referred.

he says:—* Our statates do not merely | to it, is too clear and decisive to be

legislate upon the same subjects with | avoided in that way. :

the acts of Congress, but they are| And then the lapses
lainly inconsistent with these acts, over the moderation c
he Constitution plainly, and the acts|] of 1855, '

of Congress expressly contemplate that | much more stringent

section, is as follows :

“ All words and phrases shall be con-
strued according to the common and ap-
proved usage of the langumage; but
technieal words and phrases, and such
as have acquired a peculiar and appro-
priate meaning in the law, shall be con-
strued and understood according to
such peculiar and appropriate mean-
ing.”

Such a rule is necessary for public
safety. The people at large are not
lawyers, and naturally expeet and be-
lieve that laws they are called apon to
obey, mean what they ex This
role has never been relaxed by the
Courts of last resort, in cases of con-
flict between State and United States
laws, and in no other case, except oc-
casionally when Courts wish to avoid
a hard consequence of a general rule,
and, as they think, in order to attaie in
a particolar ense, construe a statute to

mean what they judge it should be "

made to mean. Again, there was no
occasion for such an amendment to the
statute for any other purpose. No one
counld voluntarily bring and refain a
slave in this State by our | .\w as it
viously stood. Why, then attempt to
punish as a erime, merely to claim a
negro te be a slave, when it is impossi-
ble to make thiat claim a reality, with-
out incurring a penalty previously en-
acted.

It bas been said that thisamendment

was made to avoid the effeet of the|
principles announced by some of the|:

Judges of the Supreme Court of the
United States in the Dred Scott ease,
under which, it is feared, that slave
conld be established in 0, SN
such scems to have been the motive
power applied to the committee of this
House, who, in 1858, reported the
amendment in question. e

of 1859, p.537.] We domnothold
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the atrocious

which they
case, So far as the opinions in that

were e polineal AlShet" W5

might be
ve?;ht w%
did they not _

tizanship, )
to be law. eonstructions
of the coni aots of Con-
gress, and, o far as the lsw of 1850 is

_ : unconstitu-

seceding States, to take ¢
We should clear our own
suspicion of compliei

|is to expose our honor.”

before .%ﬁ!wﬂ ¥imion,

a claim to fugitives shall be d modification may Heaven

of more simply and specdily thun snits| What kind of n it was, the
in the ordinary course of legal proceed- | Committee on m ':f-‘“
ings, which may be protracted infinite- | House, of 1859, seem to have been
ly.  When a fugitive is arrested under| aware. See journal, pags
tlwht;ctof Congress, no ﬂa&ﬁ‘zzan Committee of 1859 Uk
right or power lo interfere wi “llaw of 1855, it faithiully ex
ceedings. They are ander the an':. would prevent the duliw
aves. Now, under :

and therefore undir the ion | gitive excite
ment of the time, perhaps it is noe

solely of the United States; nor has
any State the right to interpose obsta- |strange that gentlemen of that Com-
cles in the way of a lawful arrest which | mittee, who were not lawyers, should
will vexatiously delay or impede it.” | sanetion such an intent. g:uldltq
Again, in referring to the claim made |“ who know the right, still the wrong
:)j' zgme, thadt r:’hm laws may be .:i - » g
owed to stand for proper purposes, an "he majority report also takes the
that if void as to er?thmismgmnd t.hjnuh’e fugitive slavée act
‘llasg is wn in so far as
enies habeas
we ask if this were so, da:'t’h:“lln
1793 allow the Aadeas corpua, or do the
gﬁnoiplu assumed by any of the seven
udges in Prigg vs '

be exempt from its operation, becanse
it embraced it would render the law un-
constitutional, it is m a roundabout
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its further continuance.” “'To sub
the State to imputation of nullification
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Judge Christiancy, in another letter
on this mbje:l;'h says: “The abstract
question, whether these laws are un-
constitutional is of no practieal impor-
tance—it is & mere abstraction—for
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is void and therefore in legal effect the
same as if it had never been inserted.
But while these acts remain n

lead to litigation.
the same upon the
3 the North and

tion in the present erisis, and thus take ays

away every just ground of compl
If, when we have done this, onr
ern brethren still presist in thel
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